We are grateful to Steffen Koenig and Steffen Oppermann for pointing out that there is a gap in the proof of Lemma 5.22 of [1] . We do not know at the moment whether Lemma 5.22 is correct or not. However, we claim that it is not needed anywhere in the paper if the following changes are made. 1) Drop Lemma 5.22. 2) Amend Lemmas 5.23 and 6.16 as follows. Lemma 5.23. Take i, j ∈ I with i = j and set k = − h i , α j . Let M be an irreducible module in Rep I H n .
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We are grateful to Steffen Koenig and Steffen Oppermann for pointing out that there is a gap in the proof of Lemma 5.22 of [1] . We do not know at the moment whether Lemma 5.22 is correct or not. However, we claim that it is not needed anywhere in the paper if the following changes are made.
1) Drop Lemma 5.22.
2) Amend Lemmas 5.23 and 6.16 as follows. Lemma 5.23. Take i, j ∈ I with i = j and set k = − h i , α j . Let M be an irreducible module in Rep I H n .
(i) There exists a unique integer a with 0 ≤ a ≤ k such that for every m ≥ 0 we have
Proof. Let ε = ε i (M ) and write M =f ε i N for irreducible N ∈ Rep I H n−ε with ε i (N ) = 0. It suffices to prove (i) for any fixed choice of m, the conclusion for all other m ≥ 0 then follows immediately by (5.11). So take
which by Lemma 5.19 has a filtration with factors isomorphic to
for 0 ≤ a ≤ k, each appearing with some multiplicity. Sof m if j M is a quotient of some such factor, and to prove (i) it remains to show that ε i (L) = ε+m−a for any irreducible quotient L of F a . The inequality ε i (L) ≤ ε+m−a is clear from the Shuffle Lemma. On the other hand, by transitivity of induction and Lemma 5.21,
So by Frobenius reciprocity, the irreducible module
To complete the proof of (ii) and (iii), by Lemma 5.21, we also have ji k−a ) , and by the Shuffle Lemma, the only composition factors K of F a with ε i (K) = ε + m − a come from its quotient
The latter is indf
for all m > ϕ + b. Given the claim, we know by the definition of ϕ, Corollary 6.13 and Lemma 6.15 that ε 
. Combining, we have proved existence of a surjection M on restriction to the subalgebra H n+m−b ⊆ H n+m+1 . This implies the claim.
